UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 01-2438

CHRI STOPHER LEE  JOHNSON, VERONI CA  MOODY
JOHNSQON,

Def endants & Third Party Plaintiffs - Appellants,
ver sus
EMERALD GREENS PROPERTY OWMERS ASSCOCI ATl ON
BOARD OF DI RECTORS, jointly and severally and
in their individual capacity, personally
(imedi ate past and present nenbers); MKE
LEWS, President; R CHARD MATTHEWS, CRAIG
POPPI N, MARK WLLIAMS;, PETER N CHOLS;, KATHY
THOMAS; ANNE DEL CORE; DAVI D THOMPSON,
Third Party Defendants - Appel | ees,

ver sus

EMERALD GREENS PROPERTY OMNERS ASSCCI ATI ON,
Plaintiff - Appellee,

MARY E. COX,

Movant .

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Norfolk. Jeronme B. Friedman, District
Judge. (CA-00-514-2)

Subm tted: April 18, 2002 Deci ded: May 14, 2002



Before WLKINS, WLLIAVS, and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Chri st opher Lee Johnson, Veroni ca Mbody Johnson, Appellants Pro Se.
Barry Randol ph Koch, Virginia Beach, Virginia; CGerrit W Benson,
M chael Allen Inman, INMAN & STRICKLER, P.L.C., Virginia Beach,
Virginia, Al exander WIlliam Stiles, WLLIAMS, MJLEN, CLARK &
DOBBINS, P.C., Virginia Beach, Virginia; David C. Burton, WLLIAVMS,
MULLEN, CLARK & DOBBI NS, Richnond, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Chri st opher Lee Johnson and Veroni ca Mbody Johnson appeal the
district court’s order granting sunmmary judgnent to the Enerald
Greens Property Oamers Associ ation on the Johnsons’ cross-clains,
granting sunmary judgnent to the Board of Directors of the Enerald
Greens Property Oamers Association and to its individual nenbers,
denyi ng the Johnsons’ notion for summary judgnment, and remandi ng
the remaining clains to state court. W have reviewed the record
and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See

Johnson v. Enerald Greens Prop. Omers Ass’n, No. CA-00-514-2 (E D

Va. filed Oct. 25, 2001 & entered Cct. 26, 2001; Cct. 30, 2001).
We deny the Johnsons’ notions to stay review of the case and to

consolidate the case with No. 02-1371, Johnson Vv. City of

Chesapeake. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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